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September 3, 1983

PACIFIC WOOD TREATING
CORPORATION
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RE: Part E RAoplication for Closure of "/"!ARBUUS M/U[p
Ridpefiels Brick and Tile Site “AIERIALS

in resoonse to your letter dated April 9, 1985
EPA ID. No. WAD 009036906
Jear Mr. Findley:

We werz astounded and dismayed to receive your letter asking us to
suybmit a Part "B" Aonlication for a site we had closed uncer the super-
vision and approval of the WDOE arnd the Region X office of the ERA and
are oresently administering under a 30 year Post Closure Propram alsc
approved by the WDOE and the EPA.

This closure/post closure of the RBT site was comoleted in good faith

by Racific Wood Treatinn. We were ordered to do so by the Washington

Department of Ecolapy Notice of Pernalty Order No. DEBI-Z84 (datsd June
2, 1383, and WDOE (Order No. DEB3-468 (dated October 26, 1383).
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is WDDE ocrder was the result of Pacific Wood Treatinpg lamdfilling

ilery asnh at the RBT site. This fact was clearly delineated in 2MT's
2 Bart A Application. At that time, we advised everyone conggrrned,
including the WDOE and the EPRA, that we were discosing of the bosler asn
at the RBY site. We were riot advised that a separate Part £ was re-
necred of tha cwner of the RET site,  The WDNE subseguently issued theix
Motice of Pernalty Order against FWT whern it showid have zeen against the
awvier of tre property.
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We were mneither the ocwners o ooerators of the RET site. We volurnbariiv
agoptesd a anlicy of conegclenticous couperatiorn witn the EPAR/WDOE, hired
comsultants and, in the end. ourchased the aroperty from the forssre op-
erator to guaranty the integrity of the enclosure.

It cost PWT in excess of $153, 800 to close the RBT site up to the begirn~
ming of the 2@ year nost closure gericd. We felt, as did the WDDE/T TR,

it was a 1ob well dore and cowmolete and turved ocur attentiown to the are
vivormenial weeds of our Rideoefield treatino olant.

wothis nt, w2 canrat help but fesl that we have beern put ivtos a8

'doubles secnardy” oosdtson by your cgouest. We closed the RBT site
ing@r the orders arnd suservision of your lepsl represertative, thne Wash-
riptor Deosartment of foolony.  We attended meetings with vicgr renresov-
ative slorng with WDUE cersoanrel whevre we weres told, aioang with our oo
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sultants, how you wished the site closed. We cocperated completely; now
we are told we must do more. Who are we to believe? Whose regulatory
order do we follow in the future? Are we to question the authority of
the WDOE?

We have beery advised that the reason Part B was called was due to
"techrnicalities" that bring this closed site urncder the rnew laws. We be-—
lieve that "practically"” we should be excluded, and "technically" we
must be excluded.

We ask you to carefully consider owr ooints because there is a oossibil-
ity for comfusion. For example, the Part B is not be:vo recuested for
our treating plant.  PWT did not landfill K@@l liguid waste; PWT did not
woerate arn unliicensed landflily PWT dic rmot fail to report our activi-
ties to the WDOE o EBPA.

It is our sincere belief that anyorne who takes the time to review these
files objectively must irevitably conclude that resurrecting the RBT
site is illecal, urmecessary and undesirable from every viewpaint in-—
cludivp the presernt owrners (PWT), the former cwners and cperators
(Muffett), the repulators (both EPA and WDOE), the public including the
immediately adjacent reichbor (1), the distant rneiphbors (1@ within a
racius of orne mile), and the future gererations regardless of their
oraximity.

It is a determirable fact that the RRT site is not riow, never was, and
rever will be a health hazard. If it were rnot for the rerulations, the
zite couic be used as a children’s play park which it currerntly resem-—
bies more tharn a hazargous waste disposal site. For persoective, the
aofficial size of the "hazardous area” is 175 ft. by 169 fi., a total of
29,373 sg. ft., or approximately .7 of an acre (less than ore acre).

Prior to PWT?s involivement, the site was a 1@ acre hole in the ground
filled with six to ten feet of water arnd a threat to everyore. Because
cof the rature of the soil -— an cpern ciay pit —— the water was cornstant
the year arounc excent for evaooratiorn. We urderstard the site has beer
an uwnafficial dumoing pround for the area for aporoximately 20 years.

At the recuest of the owrner, we bepar dumding ash into this water—-filleo
nole in 1378:; five years later, the water was still suooorting fish,
tadnoles, froos, plamt anmd wildlife. (See EPA and WDOE renorts).

At rmo time did we disoose of licuid waste. At rno time 0ic we dispose of
siundpe or residue from the treating orocess. We hauied ash from our
waste wood boiler system which, inciderntally, was desigred with full ap-—
opraval of the WDOE and knowledope aof the EPA for the incirneration of our
siudge.

Our incireration piant anc waste water treatmert system included with
the design of our waste wood boiler glant was rot only desigr anproved,
but after 1t was operative, it was the subject of an EPA study: "EMIS-—
S5TONS AND RESIDUE VALUES FROM WASTE DISPOSAL DURING WOOD PRESERVING®
(EPA contract ER-03-2567 - Task 4928, and £8-23-3Q38 - Task 10).

The study was conducted by Bcurex Cora. of Mountain View, California for



the EPA, Food and Wood Products Brarnch, Cincivmnatti, Ohio. Represernta-
tives of Acurex Corp., under contract to the EPR, stated that the ash
was only "nominally” toxic, was within defired health standards, and
could be landfilled at the RBT site or arny other landfill.

Your records will confirm that had we rot been recuired to ston inciner-—
ating, thne ash wouid have been delisted. Knowing full weil the ash was
riot hazardous, we oroceeded with full notice to the WDOE and EPA to use
the ash from our WDOE/EPA desion aporoved waste wood boiler system to
fill a dangercus and urnsightly water—-filled hole at the site of the for-—
mer Ridpefield Brick and Tile Co. (RET).

RET marufactured brick from the clay extracted from the pround at the
Site. When techrviclooy wmade marufacturasd brick urorofitable, the owners,
in 1964, ceased manufacturirg, subseguently whaolesaled from the same lo—
cation and nroceeded to fill the hole inm the grourd which was arn "at-—
tractive angd dargercus rnuisance’. Attractive rint in an aesthetic sernse,
but in the lepai serse that a2 hole full of water, frops and tadooles
would attract yourno children.

God has rot createc a more desirable olace for the ash from ouwre plant
thar in an impervious, abandorned clay pit. Even if it nhad beer toxic,
the ash woulid be safe inm such a place. Even if it had rever been moved,
the ash would pe safe in such & place.

Finally, after the assurarces of the WDOE and the ZPR, and aporoval aof
our closure/post closure nlan by both, that we could out an end to the
harrassment regarding this site, we proceeded to ouy the properity, drain
the water, seal the prounc, move the ash, install a clay cover, install
testinpg devices, level the ground, 2lant aporoveo cover, and mrovide re-
guired testing at a cost in excess of $15@, 2@,

Now, after closing the site exactly in accordarce with the closure and
post closure nlarns prepared oy Sweet, Edwards & Rssociates (hydrolo-
tists) and Patrick H. Wicks, Consultants, and under the orngoino monitor—
ine of the WDOE avoc EPR, we are asued to go to the additional exnernse
ancg effort of a Bart P anolicatior,

We carmot do this. We closed irn ogood fTaith.

We believe there are rnumerous reasons for you to reconsider your recuest
and to consider this site claosed in accordarnce with the oreviously an-—
praved closure/oosst closure olans. We ask you to do sao.

Our refusal to oroceed with the Part B is not to be interoreted as a
refusal to contivue with the post closure propram iv olace. We have
every intention of carrying out the commitmerts we have made, but we
deeniy resent the calling of a Part B on the RBT site which is clearly
urmecessary, 1llegal, a dupiication of what has already been dore, and
a further commitment of time, effort and money which PWT, the Federal
government and the state of Washingtor can 111 affard.

If the RE” site is not o the hottom of the oriority list for the EBRA
arnd the WDOE, thern the entire enforcement program is ludicrous and



doomed ta failure, Furthermore, we telieve we carn establish that call-
ing a Part B on tne RBT site is arnitrary, caoricicous, illepal and
rnothine more than harrassment.

We are also cornfidernt that there are a rumber of pecnle within the regu-—
latory agercies whio will agree but oo niot have the authority to do any-
thing about it. We nelieve someore does have that authoritys; the pur-—
pose of this ietter is to ask that you reconsider your noasition and
withdraw your recuest for a Part B on the RET site.

Very truly yours,

PACIFIC WOOD TREATING CORA.
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mark T. Moothart
Gerneral Mararer

4}

cc: Eric Egbers
WDOE - S.W. Regional Office
7272 Cleanwater Lane, LUT1
Olympia, WA 98504

J. Whitworth

WDOE - S.W. Regional Office
7272 Cleanwater Lane, LUTI
Olympia, WA 98504

Joanne Chance

WDOE - S.W. Regional Office
7272 Cleanwater Lane, LUT]
Olympia, WA 98504
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